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MODULAR SCHEDULING AS RELATED TO THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAM IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS 
Abstract 
DALE A. SCHMUCK 
Under the supervision of Professor Glenn E. Robinson 
The purpose of this study was to survey physical education 
teachers who have taught under modular scheduling in order to determine 
whether or not differences exist between teachers' reactions of three 
strata (size of school studied) as they relate to the physical edu­
cation teacher, the physical education program, and the organ1zation 
of that program. The following areas were studied: (1) large-group 
instruction; (2) small-group discussion; (3) laboratory periods; 
(4) team teaching; (5) individual and independent study; and (6) 
teachers' opinions of techniques employed under modular scheduling. 
The following procedure was employed: Three hundred thirty 
questionnaires were sent to physical education teachers teaching 
under the Stanford Schoo� ·scheduling System. To achieve the purpose 
of this study, the areas as listed above were investigated. The 
information received from the respondents was ·placed in one of three 
school po·pulation strata. In order to test the agreement between the 
observed frequences of the three strata, the statistical procedure 
Chi-Square was employed. The . 01 level of significance was accepted; 
however, the . 05 level of significance was also reported. 
As a result of the findings obtained during this investigation, 
the following major implications appear warranted: Some physical 
educators reported that their physical education program remained 
traditional even though their schools utilized the Stanford School 
Scheduling System. Teachers indicated that as school enrollment 
increased, team teaching was utilized to a greater extent. Physical 
educators with more than three years of teaching experience under 
modular scheduling are few in n�mber. Smaller and intermediate schools 
have been operating under flexible scheduling for a longer period of 
time than the larger schools. The number of modules utilized for 
physical education for a respective day varies. The length in time 
of large-group instruction classes varies. Larger schools typically 
use a greater number of ·pupils in small-group discussion than do 
smaller schools. Small and intermediate schools agree that broad 
objectives of physical education programs are reached more easily 
under flexible scheduling.than under traditional scheduling. Mixed 
reactions were expressed concerning whether students learn skills more 
easily under flexible scheduling. Res·pondents indicated that compe­
tition is employed in small-groups. The physical educator is typically 
the leader of small-group discussions. Intermediate and large schools 
generally.never use students to supervise resource centers. The 
teachers indicated that students generally are allowed to choose 
laboratory activities. Physical educators often indicated that 
students are eager and are stimulated in laboratory periods. 
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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM, LIMITATIONS, AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 
In recent years, the traditional structured curriculum system 
has been in the process of being replaced by flexible or modular 
scheduling in many secondary schools throughout the nation. The aims 
of this new concept of scheduling is the improvement of teaching 
techniques, the learning processes, and the curriculum planning. 
Reports from school personnel who have had contact with this sched­
uling system generally approve its usefulness in the schools and in 
the school subject areas. 
I. THE PROBLEM 
Statement of the problem. The purpose of this study was to 
survey physical education teachers who have taught under modular 
scheduling in order to determine whether or not differences exist 
between teachers' reactions of three strata (size of school studied) 
as they relate to the physical education teacher, the physical 
education program, and the organization of that program. 
Importance of the study. Modular or flexible scheduling is a 
modern development and a new concept in curriculum planning. A recent 
count ·revealed that over five percent of the secondary schools in the 




As ·professional teachers in ·physical education, one 
must keep abreast with, and have an understanding of, such techniques 
as modular scheduling, lest he be.left behind in the progressive 
field of education. Present practices and conditions involved in 
modular scheduling must be determined so that teachers, administrators, 
and students of physical education know the ·principles, successes, and 
failures of such a schedule. With an understanding of these concepts, 
the ·physical educator may improve his teaching methods and may permit 
many recommended. educational reforms to be placed into practice. 
Likewise, the students of physical education may gain vaiuable in­
sights that would increase the learning process. 
II. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
Subjects f.or this study were male and female ·physical educa­
tion instructors, selected from �econdary high schools, who currently 
are functioning under the Stanford School Scheduling System. 
III. DEFINITION OF TERMS USED 
Stanford School Scheduling System. This system is an involve­
m�nt of programs which allows for an automatically·controlled operation 
of the school scheduling process. The teachers or the departmental 
1 
Enid Von-Ber&en and Harry E. Pie, "Flexible Scheduling For 
Physical Education, " Journal of Health, Physical Education and 
Recreation, XXX:VlII (fiarch, 19b7), 29. 
representatives plan and produce the initial schedule, send it to 
Stanford University, California, where it is computerized and returned 
in the form of a final schedule. The system was devised and initiated 
by the educational staff at Stanford University in California a.nd was 
directed by curriculum planners Professor Robert N. Bush and Dwight W. 
Allen. The program is aimed to achieve excellence in education and 
3 
was governed to fulfill educational resolutions, conduct, and those 
designs directed towards excellence. Independent and individual study, 
small-group instruction, laboratory experiences, and large-group 
instruction are four types of instruction used at various lengths of 
module time. 
Independent and individual study. Individual study was 
interpreted as describing individual learning activities which are 
originally teacher·-delegated and teacher-guided. Indepen9ent study 
was translated as a term used to refer to those learning activities 
designed jointly by students and teachers, with predetermined goals 
and objectives, but having a minimum amount of faculty direction. 
Small-group instruction. During this instruction, there is 
a face-to-face contact of pupils and teachers. To allow for group 
dynamics to occur, approximately five to fifteen students are partic­
ipants in this group interaction. Individuals are permitted to 
discuss ideas and to clarify problems presented in the large groups 
and laboratory experiences. 
Laboratory experiences. Those activities that permit pupils 
to work independently and in small groups in the development of a 
particular skill with the use of special equipment and tools are 
known as laboratory experiences. Within these experiences, the ·pupil 
has an o-p:portuni ty to ·practice skills, to experiment, and to. apply 
what has been suggested in large groups. 
Large-group instruction. Large-group instruction was inter­
preted as instruction where there is a one-way transmission of 
knowledge and opinions from the teacher to the students. This 
instruction occurs with the largest accomodation of students possible, 
and the instructor presents basic concepts of the course. 
Student responsibility time. Throughout this study, student 
respbnsibility time (SRT) will refer to that time during the school 
day when the student is accountable for utilizing time as he sees fit; 
within limits set by the administration. 
Mod. A mod designates a unit of time during the school day. 
The time length of a mod can vary, with the typical range of a mod 
being fifteen to thirty minute� in duration. If a school has a 
s·even-hour day, the number of mods will be twenty-eight, with each 
period being fifteen minutes in length. Two more examples of mods 
are these: with a twenty-minute mod, there will· be twenty-one periods 
in the day. Each individual school decides what the length of a mod 
shall be in its particular situation. 
4 
Module unit. A module unit is a combination of mods. The 
size of this module unit should be minimized, but appropriate enough 
to cover instructional purposes. 
5 
Modular or flexible scheduling. Throughout this investigation, 
the terms modular and flexible will be used synonymously. When used • 
with scheduling, these terms imply a flexibility brought about as a 
result of administrative decisions, rearrangement of time allotments 
(modules) , and sequences for established courses. The considerations 
in these manipulations of curriculum are class size, facility use, 
grouping of personnel requirements, and utilization of the four 
instructional methods: independent and individual study, small-group 
instruction, laboratory experiences, and large-group instruction. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The information ·presented in this chapter expresses the 
written ideas of educators, principals, and curriculum :planners who 
are fa�iliar with the working components of modular scheduling. A 
search of literature revealed that. no research, relating modular 
scheduling to :physical education, has been completed which formulates 
trends and guidelines for the field of physical education. Books, 
magazines, bulletins, and reports were investigated in :presenting 
this information in order to clarify the techniques employed in the 
major components of flexible scheduling. Reported information which 
expresses a comparison of the traditional school schedule to the 
flexible school schedule and reported information which expresses the 
advantages and disadvantages of the operation of modular scheduling 
are presented in this chapter. 
Allen and DeLay .report that the Stanford School Scheduling 
System incorporates large-group instruction, small-group discussion, 
laboratory periods, individual study, and team teaching, all of which 
influence the key point of this· scheduling system -- uf:_exibili ty" .
1 
"The number of students included in a large group depends on 
the size of the school, the enrollment in a given subject, the kind of 
1Dwight Allen and Donald DeLay, 11Stanfo�d's Computer System 
Gives Scheduling Freedom to Twenty-six Districts," Nations Schools, 
LXA'VII (March, 1966), 124. 
facilities available, and the personal opinion of the teacher-
presenter. " The application of the above statement has a direct 
relation to other aspects of modular scheduling, those being small­
group instruction, laboratory periods, and individual study . 
. I. LITERATURE ON LARGE-GROUP INSTRUCTION 
Bush and Allen state, "Large-group instruction in the new 
.design is that which, because it involves a large number of students, 
places primary �mphasis on presenting materials with a minimum of 
interaction. n
3 
Griffin reports that large-group instruction purposes 
can vary. He continues stating that some of the purposes of large­
group instruction are to give preface to a subject topic, to give an 
abs.tract of the subject material that has been provided, to test the 
knowledge of the students through examinations, and to utilize school 
.4 
staff or community personnel who have the.ability in a subject area. 
Physical education makes use of the same teaching and learning 
2Lloyd J. Trump, "Presentations and other types of Large Group 
Instruction" (Associate Secretary of the National Association of 
Secondary School Principles, Washington, D. C. , n. d. ), p. 3. 
(Mimeographed. ) 
3
Robert N. Bush, and Dwight W. Allen, A New Design For High 
School Education (New York: McGraw Hill, Inc. , -1964) , p. 37 __  --
4
william M. Griffin, "The Wayland, Massachusetts, High School 
Program for lndi vidual Differences, " Bulletin of. the National 
Association of Secondary School Principals, XLVIITMarch, 1963), 119. 
7 
principles as other subject areas which use large-group instruction; 
therefore, Trump implies that physical education is no exception to 
5 
this use. 
Heller, Smith, and Belford state that when lectures are used 
in large-group instructions, students should be informed of primary 
ideas and principles in order to be stimulated. Besvinick feels 
that if the information given in the large-group lectures has a 
foundation of presenting major principles, the students should 
comprehend these concepts so that in the future they will be able to 
analyze this knowledge. Besvinick continues that if there is a one­
way transmission from the teacher to the pupils, then trying to 
incorporate discussion in this teaching technique is an objectionable 
process. 
Trump expresses his belief that since large-group instruction 
is controlled by the teacher, the teacher should make use of resources 
that are abs.ent from students access. In this large mass mee:ting, 
8 
assignments can also be ·given to students. Speckhard declares that 
5Trump, loc. cit. 
8 
6M. P. Heller, J. E . Smith, and B. Belford, "New Look in Class 
s·chedules, Teacher Responsibilities, Student Programs; Interview," 
School Management, V (October, 1961), 123. 
7 Sidney Besvinick, "Scheduling Prob.lems: How Many? How Long?" 
The Clearing· House, XXXIX (March, 1965) ,  425. 
8Lloyd J. Trump, "Independent Study Centers, " Bulletin of the 
�ional Associati'on of Secondary School Principals, L (January-,-1966) ,  
46. 
hearing and seeing are further purposes of large-group instruction. 9 
This instruction can make good use of.audio-visual aids, as stated by 
Speckhard. He emphasizes the wide use of the overhead projectors in 
10 
these sessions. Heller, Smith, and Belford disclose that closed-
circuit television was used as a communication media for large-group 
11 
instruction in a Norridge, Illinois, school. 
Large-group instruction facilities were held in a variety of 
locations. Beggs tells of a cafeteria and portable rooms that were 
12 
used for mass instruction purposes. The ·physical education depart-
ment in one school used a bowling alley as an additional facility for 
1 . t t . 1 . d f th t . f. t . · t 
13 
arge-group ins rue iona perio s or a speci ic ac ivi y. 
Green, the editor of Educational Facilities With New Media, 
employed the following for mass media instruction: sloped floors 
for easy seeing, maximum seating capacity with utmost viewing, 
9 . I Gerald Speckhard, 'Evaluating the Modular Schedule," The 
North Central Association Quarterly, XLI (Winter, 1967) , 301. 
lOibid . , p. 306. 
11 
Heller, Smith, and Belford, loc. cit. 
�2David Beggs, "The Decator-Lakeview Plan," Educational 
Executives, III (December, 1962) , 42. 
13Robert Bush, and Dwight Allen, 11Flexible Scheduling," 
Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School Principals, 
XLVII (May, 1963), 81. 
9 
considerations for lighting, acoustics, a climatic environment for a 




As pointed out by Bergen and Pie, large-group instruction in 
physical education at Poway High School, Poway, California, was 
utilized mainly for teacher lectures on a topic such a� basic skills. 
It was felt by these writers that this instruction session was a 
15 
convenient time to cover team sports. 
10 
In summary, there seems to be agreement that the purpose of 
large-group instruction is to present essential material by means of 
resource personnel or teachers. The students main activities involve 
viewing, listening, taking notes and assignments, and a periodic 
evaluation of themselves. Teachers basically present material, 
motivate students, evaluate students, and give suggestions to students 
in masses. The content of material presented is factual and orien­
tated toward concepts and principles of a subject. The attainment of 
these goals is accomplished with facilities available and at the 
discretion of the teacher. 
14Alan Green, Educational Facilities With New Media (New York: 
Department of Audiovisual Instruction National Education Association 
1966), pp. B40-41. 
15Enid Von Bergen and Harry E. Pie, "Flexible Scheduling For 
Physical Education," Journal of Health, Physical Education and 
Recreation, XXXVIII (March, 1967), p. 31. 
' 
II. LITERATURE ON SMALL-GROUP INSTRUCTION 
11 
Bush and Allen state, "In small-group instruction the ·primary 
emphasis is on face-to-face contact and group interaction. 1116 They 
also conclude that if a small group is to be defined, that group is 
compelled to qe minute enough in order for interaction to occur within 
17 
the group. 
In discussing the size of small-group instruction, Besvinick 
declares that if a group includes a number greater than ten to twelve 
18 
pupils, the participation and group contacts of the group decrease. 
Allen and DeLay claim that small-group instruction allows for 
an organized means in which pupils take an active part in discussion 
19 
and test their opinions. The testing of a pupil's o-pinion through 
participation is involved with guidance offered by a teacher who can 
recount, clarify, and enlarge upon concepts presented in.large-group 
20 sessions, as declared by Besvinick. Speckhard feels that small-group 
16 
Robert N. Bush, and Dwight W. Allen, � New Design for High 
School Education (New York: McGraw Hill, Inc. , 19b4), p. 36. 
17Ibid. , p. 36. 
iSS · d B . . k "S - h d 1· i ney esvinic-, c e u ing Problems: How M�ny? How 
L·ong?" 'The Clearing House, XXXIX (March, 1965), 426. 
19Allen and DeLay, "Stanford's Computer System Gives 
Scheduling Freedom to Twenty-six Districts," Nations Schools, LXXVII 
(March, 1966), 125. 
20B . .  k eSVlnlC , loc. cit. 
12 
discussions ·permit instructor-student and pupil-pupil activities which 
21 
allow for logic and inquiry type presentations. 
Activities in small-group discussion sessions vary in organ­
ization. Speckhard states that these sessions are basically for 
discussion ·purposes. He also notes that there may be involvement of 
an individual study whereby the student continues in his research in 
order that he may relate additional information back to the small­
group discussion. Spec�hard continues by saying that discussions 
are led mostly by instructors, but that students lead the discussion 
22 
periodically. Within these discussions, Beggs infers that meanings 
and suggestions of material should be put to actual use or appli-
23 
cation. Heller's, Smith's, and Belford's opinions are similar to 
Speckhard in regard to small-group discussion; however, they approach 
these sessions in a different manner. Students, according to these 
writers, should be homogenously placed ·into discussion groups with 
emphasis on their abilities, in order that each student may discuss 
24 
freely with no concern of his "scholastic prowess" . Trump believes 
21 
Speckhard, loc. cit. 
22Ibi d .  , p. 306. 
23
Beggs, op. cit. , p. 43. 
24M. P. Heller, J. E. Smith, and B. Belford, " New Look in 
Class Scheduies, Teacher Responsibilities, Student Programs; Inter­
view, " School Management, (October, 1961) , 124. 
13 
that small-group discussion should produce proficiency in communi­
cation, analytical thinking, and ins·pire interpersonal associations. 
25 
Besvinick views small-group discussions in this manner: the activities 
in this discussion should allow for student challenges, involve a 
search for different ideas, and yet permit students to become ac-
. 26 
quainted with group procedures. 
Griffin insists that learning in schools be on an individual 
basis and that individuals be allowed to experiment with their ideas. 
He feels that this can be accomplished through small-group discussion 
27 
and instructor guidance. 
Green provides a descriptive picture of the facilities for 
small-group instruction. He feels that small-group facilities should 
include a diversity of seating_distribution, which would include 
mova�le chairs, tables, and combination table-chairs arranged so that 
students may view the activities in progress. Smaller audio-visual 
materials should be made available, as well as a lighting system that 
·provides for high and lo:w· illumination. Green also feels that the 
small-group facilities should be of such a nature that they provide an 
28 
environment of informality and pupil interaction. 
25Lloyd· Trump, "What Is Team Teaching?" Education, LXXXV 
(February, 1965) , 330. 
26Besvinick, op. cit. , p. 426. 
27william M. Griffin, "The Wayland, Massachusetts, High School 
Program for Individual Differences," Bulletin of the National Associ­
ation of Secondary School Princ'ipals, XLVII (Mar.ch,1963), 119. 
28
Green, op. cit. , pp. B?3-24. 
21614 5 :SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY LIBRARY 
14 
Pie and Bergen stress that small-groups in physical education 
may be used :for skill building, competition, and :practice, placing 
29 
emphasis on aiding individual ·pupils "rather than team play". 
In summary, the literature on small-group discussion implied 
that such sessions involve the exploring o:f ideas where students 
participate, by means o:f a :face-to-:face contact with other students. 
The discussion involves a student concern with questioning, criti­
cizing, challenging, a�guing, ·presenting, and elaborating on ideas 
presented in the large groups. It may involve a combination o:f 
teacher-pupil leadership, but some writers emphasize student 
leadership, and other writers :favor having the teacher play a more 
non-directive role. The group discussion should not involve the 
participation o:f more than twelve pupils in order that personal 
contacts can be established among the ·pupils. 
_III. LITERATURE ON LABORATORY PERIODS 
Laboratory, as de:fined by Bush and Allen, "includes those 
physical :facilities :for which special equipment and tools needed 
to enable students to work independently and in small groups and to 
practice skills, to experiment� and to apply ideas suggested in large-
. 
30 
group instruction. tr Manlove and Beggs point out that speci:fic 
2
9Pie and Bergen, loc. cit. 
30Bush and Allen, � New Design For High School Education 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc. ) 1964), p. 37. 
laboratories allow pupils to work on their individual projects during 
their own particular time. They contend that such laboratories are 
31 
necessary in all areas of study, including physical education. 
In many schools, resource centers are utilized as a type of 
laboratory station. As demonstrated by Trump, these centers have 
15 
two basic :functions, one for study and the other for experiences that 
involve action. In the study area, students may participate in one of 
several activities such as viewing, listening, thinking, discussing, 
reading, and writing. Special "tools of the trade" are made available 
to students in that part of the laboratory designated as the work 
area. Trump also states that material available in these centers also 
may vary from magazines, books, and audio-visual material to distinc-
32 
tively prepared material for ipdividual student ability. Trump 
concludes, "The laboratory resource centers have the atmos·phere of an 
office and workroom. Students move and talk to each other ori occasion.  
This is not a recreation room, or a 'talking' room; neither is it a 
quiet room. " 
33 
The supervision of laboratory centers is carried on by varied 
personnel, such as "instruction assistants--advanced undergraduate 
31nonald Manlove and David Beggs, Bold New Venture Flexible 
Scheduling (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1965), p. 87. 
32Lloyd J. Trump, "Independent Study Centers, 11 Bulletin of the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals, L (January,1966), 
47. 
33rbid., p. 48. 
. . 
college students, housewives, retired teachers--carefully selected 
16 
adults who are knowledgeable in the subject area to a degree of having 
completed at least two years of college work in it. "
34 
These assis­
tants are not librarians, they are specialized in their ·particular 
subject field. 
35 
Bush and Allen conclude that examples of laboratories include 
"libraries, playing fields and gymnasiums, office-machine centers, 
music practice rooms, instructional materials production centers, 
audio-lingual language rooms, science-research laboratories, reading­
skills laboratories, study centers, machine sho·ps, etc. u
36 
In summary, literature on laboratory periods implies that 
laboratories give opportunity for students to work independently and 
in qmall groups for the purposes of developing a particular skill with 
the use of special equipment and tools. The supervision of the 
laboratory periods varies from qualified teachers to paraprofessionals; 
The equipment and facilities used are designed to meet the appropriate 
pupil needs . 
34rbid. , p. i� 7. 
3 5Ib id . , p . 48 . 
36 
Robert N. Bush, and Dwight W. Allen, � New Design For High 
School Education (New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 19b4;, p. 37_-- ---
IV. LITERATURE ON INDIVIDUAL AND INDEPENDENT STUDY 
Concerning individual and independent study, Bush and Allen 
state: 
17 
Instruction in which the student engages in activities inde­
pendent of immediate teacher direction is independent study. The 
purposes of this type of instruction are t_o promote independence, 
to provide opportunity for study under optimum conditions, to 
provide opportunity for study of topics beyond the regular cur37 riculum, and to permit maximum use of instructional resources. 
Students' use of learning material and resources is emphasized 
in individual study as stated by S·peckhard. He continues saying that 
individual study permits the pupil to search the depths of their 
particular course topics and even to go beyond curriculum subjects. 
The students also have an opportunity to work with other pupils and 
38 
teachers. Heller, Smith, and Belford, however, emphasize that even 
though individual study is one of exploration and commitment, it 
39 
should not be viewed as a duty that must be accomplished. 
Besvinick expresses his ideas on independent study by con­
cluding that it allows a· student to control his education. As stated 
by Besvinick, pupils are programmed to attend a station a certain 
number of times a week, where they are allowed to work with any 
37 
38 
Ibid. , p. 35. 
Gerald Speckhard, "Evaluating the Modular Schedule," The 
North Centeral Association Quarterly, XLI (Winter, 1967), 301. 
39M. P. Heller, J. E. Smith, and B. Belford, "New Look in 
Class Schedules, Teacher Responsibilities, Stud�nt Programs; 
Interview," School Management, V (October, 1961), 126. 
18 
material which that particular station subject stresses. Once a pupil 
has achieved a certain proficiency level and demonstrated that he is 
capable in that subject area, he does not have to report to the 
instructor and is permitted to devote his interest to whatever he 
40 
desires. 
Bishop denotes that the key to independent study is charac­
terized by a status of freedom from ·pe·rmanent teacher oversight. 
Without continual sup_ervision and restriction, a pupil is provided an 
o-ppor�uni ty wher_eby he can make decisions as to what activities he 
will be participating in throughout the day. Activities carried on 
by pupils in independent study, as inferred by Bishop, may be 
accomplished individually, in small peer groups or possibly with 
instructors. Reading, writing, discussing, and listening to tape 
recordings, practicing, experimenting, and investigating are some 
major activities carried on during independent study, according to 
41 
Bishop. 
Griffin' s ideas -related to independent study affirms that 
students take charge of individual proj ects which are not necessarily 
protected by subject-material boundaries. Pupils are inspired to· 
40sidney Besvinick, "Scheduling Problems : How Many? How Long? " 
The Clearing House, XXXIX (March, 1965), 426. 
41 Lloyd K. Bishop, "Independent Study, " The Clearing House, 
XLII ( September, 1967), 9. 
carry on "do-it-yourself" endeavors, while also evaluating their 
42 
personal projects and scheduling their week. 
Glatthorn and Ferderber project another view of inde·pendent 
study. In their view, the pupil can work anywhere .in the school 
building without going to specific stations. Freedom of choice is 
permitted for each student on what he works with, studies on, and the 
assistance he receives. They report activities that occur during 
independent study time at Abington High School, North Ca.�pus, 
Pennsylvania, a� listed below : 
1. Practicing a skill. 
2. Doing advanced work on a project. 
3 - Getting remedial help from students or a teacher. 
4 .  Doing independent research. 
5. Listening and responding to audio material. 
6. Viewing films and film strips. 
7. Exercising and playing competitive games. 
8. Confering with teachers or fellow students. 
9. Working on a program text4d. 10. Practicing an instrument._ 3 
Griffin expounds on the physical education independent study 
program at Wayland, Massachusetts. He says that this type of study 
can be conducted either on an individual or on a group basis in 
19 
42william M. Griffin, '.'The Wayland, Massachw: etts, High School 
P_rogram for Individual Differences," Bulletin of the National Associ­
ation of Secondary School Principals, XLVII (Marc�l963), 123. 
43Allen A. Glatthorn and J o s eph E. · Ferderber, "Independent 
Study for all Students," Phi Delta Kappan, XI.NII (February, 1966) ,  
380. 
20 
accordance with a particular pupil ' s  desires or present national and 
44 
. state moods. The example below is a typical physical education 
independent study found in this school system. 
A junior boy started a weight-training and body-building 
group . He wanted to have the best club possible . The membership 
of the club has met regularly during independent study time . The 
boys now -have a small set of reference materials and have ex­
changed ideas with an expert in the field of body-building . The 
letter writing was coordinated with the English instructor, and, 
more recently, the boys have related their work to the area of 
physiology and the study of anatomy . 
In addition to regularly scheduled physical education classes, 
boys and girls are encouraged to make plans for individual ex­
periences i_n the field of physical fitness . This arrangement 
allows a student to study in depth any number of games, skills, 
or other physical education activities. This arrangement is 
compat·' . ble with other segments of the curriculum and enhances 
the worfting week with diversities of the physical activity 
nature. �5 
Green states that facilities utili zed for independent study 
should not be placed in one study room ; rather. they should be placed 
in rooms wherever ·students are located throughout the school . Noise 
and distraction of student movement should be eliminated near inde­
pendent study areas, and to work effectively, the study areas should 
be placed in small clusters . 
44G . ff ' · ri in, 
45Griffin, 
op . cit . ,  
up . cit . ,  
46 
p ._ 127 . 
p . 124 . 
46Alan Green, Educational Facilities With New Media (New York: 
Department of Audiovisual Instruction National Education Association, 
1966) , pp . Bl8-20 . 
In summary, the reported literature is in agreement that 
independent study is a procedure in learning that permits a pupil 
to undertake a personal desire and investigate this desire either 
individually, with his teacher and/or with his peer group. It is an 
extension of a course undertaken at a student ' s  own rate of under-
standing. Major emphasis is placed on student responsibility and 
regulation, in addition to creativeness, curiosity, and productivity . 
The activities carried on during independent study are basically as 
follows : syste�atically arranging information, cultivating skills, 
thinking critically, and understanding concepts. 
V .  LITERATURE ON TEAM TEACID NG 
21 
The term "team teaching" has had many meanings according to 
Trump. He feels that some teachers view team teaching as a fad, 
whereas others view it as a threatened enemy, and still others say it · 
is an innovation • in education long overdue. Trump's definition of 
team teaching is as follows: 
The term might apply to an arrangement whereby two or more 
teachers and their aids, in order to take advantage of their 
respective compentencies, plan, instruct, and evaluate, in one 
or more subject areas, a group of elementary or secondary 
students equivalent in size to two or more conventional classes 
making use of a variety of technical aids to teaching and 
' 
learning in large-group instruction, small-group discussion, and 
independent study . 47 
47 
Lloyd J . Trump, "What Is Team Teaching? " Education, LXXXV 
(Feoruary, 1965), 327 . 
An analysis of team teaching differs from writer to writer, 
and various procedures will be taken into consideration in this 
chapter. Speckhard reports that team teaching at times is merged on 
a minute scale. In this minute approach, one instructor is in charge 
of a large group instruction, while other members of the team keep 
their own students in small discussion groups, plus directed study 
48 
classes. 
Beggs states that in some schools the team is subdivided, one 
teacher taking large group instruction and test evaluation, another 
placing his effort on independent study, and one working with small 
a .  . t · 
49 
group iscussion sec ions. 
22 
Besvinick demonstrates the activities performed by team 
teachers, stating that the activities should be based on the teacher ' s 
interest and abilities. Those teachers interested in large group 
instruction should spend time in preparation and accomplishment of 
that task ; likewise, those teachers who enjoy small group discussion 
should work in this area �
50 
Griffin expresses hls belief that team 
teaching involves _designing and participating by instructors, in 
48Gerald Speckhard, "Evaluating the Modular Schedule,"  The 
North Centeral Association Quarterly, XLI (Winter, 1967 ),  303. 
49 
David Beggs, "The Decator-Lakeview Plan, " Educational 
Executives, III (Dec ember , 1962 ) , 42. 
50s idney Besvinick, "Scheduling Problems : How Many? How Long? ! I  
The Clearing House, XXXIX (March, 1965 ) ,  427 . 
addition to teaching the various class sessions. He also states 
that tutorial, remedial, and advanced work are also aspects of team 
51 
teaching. 
Heller, Smith, and Belford view another aspect of team 
teaching. To them, the presentations, are definitely a project 
attempted by the entire team. Lectures are predisposed and delivered 
by several instructors. One instructor may devise a report of the 
lecture, by writing it out ; however, he does this with a background 
of research completed by joint members of the team.
52 
23 
Bair and Woodward, in their summary of the definition of team 
teaching, conclude that team teaching should never be explained in an 
t f · t . h . 
53 
exac ness, or i is ever c anging. These authors also list twelve 
general characteristics of team teaching: 
1. Team teaching involves from three to seven teachers, each 
operating on a different grade level . 
2. Responsibility is delegated to the team according to 
individual talent and experience. 




Griffin, op. cit., pp_. 121 and 123. 
52
M. P. Heller, J. E. Smith, and B. Belford, "New Look in 
Class Schedules, Teacher Responsibilities, Student Programs ; Inter­
view, " School Management, V (October, 1961)., 123. 
53Medill Bair and Richard Woodward, Team · Teaching In Action 
(Boston : Houghton Mifflin Company, 1964), p. � 
4.  Emphasis is placed on the team, rather than on one 
teacher during the preparation, the instruction, and the 
assessment cycle. 
5 .  In the classroom, the teacher ' s  individual abilities are 
stressed in the instruction of pupils. 
24 
6 . Some schools allow for teachers to specilize in a spe­
cific area and assist the team in scheduling, instruction, 
a,nd evaluation in this area. 
7 :  Particular emphasi.s is placed on the use o f  each teacher ' s  
unique speciality. 
8 .  Primary importance to most team teaching is the student ' s 
uniform progress. 
9 . Var"iations in class size are utilized emphasizing 
teaching goals, subject material, plus ·procedures and 
student needs . 
10. Classes and periods are determined by teacher and student 
needs, much like those originating under flexible 
scheduling. 
11. Teacher assistants are used for non-qualified tasks during 
team teaching. 
12 . Various equipment is used durin
� 
team teaching according . 
to the desires of the teacher. 5 
Bush and Allen state : "The integration of professional staff, 
support staff, and resource personnel into a productive unit to carry 
out a particular course cycle crea.tes a teaching team . "
55 
In summary, writers seem to be in agreement that there is no 
one specific definition of team teaching . The duties of each teacher 
54Bair and Woodward, op . cit. , pp. 28- 33 � 
55Robert N. Bush and Dwight W .  Allen, � New Design For High 
School Education (New York : McGraw-Hill Inc . , 1964 ) ,  p. 47 . 
differ de·pending upon the particular definition accepted. Some 
writers emphasize a joint ·project attempted by the entire teaching 
team; other writers express their belief that the team should be 
divided, each teacher accepting the responsibilities in which he is 
most competent. The literature also revealed that even though the 
definitions of team teaching vary, there are general characteristics 
of team teaching that can be recognized. 
VI . LITERATURE COMPARING MODULAR SCHEDULING 
TO TRADITIONAL SCHEDULING 
25 
In the review of the literature, much has been reported on the 
advantages and disadvantages of modular scheduling as compared to tl_le 
traditional schedule. Manlove and Beggs have compiled in table form 
the essential differences which is in agreement with writers in the 
56 
field. Manlove and Begg ' s table is given below. 
56 
Donald C. Manlove and David W. Beggs, Bold New Venture 
Flexible Scheduling (Bloomington :  I_ndiana University Press, 1965 ) ,  
p. 26. 
26 











Assumes Each Course is equiv­
alent in Requirements for 
Mastery to All Others 
Use is set by Schedule 
All Class Groups are 
nearly Equal Size 
The Day ; Each Day in the 
Week Has the Sarr1.e Order as 
every other Day 
Students Should be in a class 
Group or Supervised Study 
All Have Equal Numbers of 
Classes or Assignments and 
Demands on their Time 
Usually Equal for All Subjects 
FLEXIBLE SCHEDULE 
Assumes Requirements for 
Mastery of Content Vary 
from Course to Course 
Use is determined some­
times by Student Needs 
Groups Differ in Size 
depending on the 
Instructional Task 
The Week ; Each Day in 
the Week Has Different 
Order 
Students May Be in a 
Class Group or Be 
Working Independently 
Number of Classes Vary 
from Teacher to Teacher 
and Demands on Time Vary 
Usually Different for 
Various Subjects 
Manlove and Beggs summarize advantages and disadvantages by 
educators who are teaching under a flexible schedule in thirty-three 
schools . 
57 
Their summary is as follows : 
57 Ibid . , p . 67. 
A SUMMARY OF ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES 
Advantages for Teachers 
1. Provides a Means for Pacing 
the Instruction to an 
Individual Student ' s  Needs 
2. Allows Teachers to Make 
Decisions about the Length 
and Frequency of Learning 
Activities 
3. Gives Teachers Time to Work 
with Small Groups and 
Individuals 
4. Takes Unnecessary Repetition 
out of the Teacher' s Day 
5. Places Increased Respon­
sibility on Students for 
Learning 
6. Provides the Opportunity to 
Use Resource Experts for a 
large Group of Students in 
·an Economical Way for the 
Resource Person 
Disadvantages for Teachers 
l. Danger of Not Giving Enough 
Time to One Subject 
2. Requires mqre Time and coop­
erative Effort of Teachers in 
Making the Schedule 
3. Possibility of too little 
Identification of a Student 
with his Teachers 
4. Is Difficult to Schedule 
5. Requires Teachers to change 
their Teaching Patterns 
6. Is Not Understood by the 
Public or even by All 
Teachers 
Allen and DeLay also state that the main benefits of flexible 
scheduling are that it permits instructors to arrange the curriculum 
to meet their demands; yet it is arranged in such a manner as to 
· allow students to benefit most. They continue saying that large 
group instruction permits teachers to have more free time to spend 
in other instructional phases such as course prep·aration and 
individual help. The essential phase of flexible scheduling, as 
27 
revealed by Allen and DeLay, is the idea that students have an 
opportunity to ask questions, present materials for personal study, 
58 
and receive instructors guidance. 
28 
In summary, literature reveals that flexible scheduling varies 
from the traditipnal schedule, as illustrated by Manlove and Begg' s 
table on page twenty-six. The literature also indicates that 
teachers have expressed the advantages, as well as the disadvantages 
of flexible scheduling. 
58Dwight Allen, and Donald DeLay, "Stanford's Computer 
System Gives Scheduling Freedom to Twenty-six Districts, " Nations 
Schools, LXXVII ( March, 1966 ),  124. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURE 
The purpose of this study was to survey physical education 
teachers who ha�e taught under modular scheduling in order to determine 
whether or not differences exist between teachers ' / re actions of three 
strata (size of school studied )  as they relate to the physical 
education teacher, the physical education program, and the organ­
ization of that program. To achieve these purposes ,  the writer 
investigated the following areas of modular scheduling : large-group 
instruction, small-group discussion, laboratory experiences, indi­
vidual and independent study, and team teaching. 
The survey method uti lizing the que stionnaire technique was 
emplbyed in conducting the study and various authors have substan­
tiated the use and effectiveness of this technique. Scott , among 
others, states that the general purposes of the survey are to reveal 
current condit ions, to point up the acceptability of the status quo, 
1 
and to show the need for changes . 
Good and Scates state that the versatility of the question-
naire and the freshness c f  its returns render it an ind ispens able 
instrument for securing current. information . 
l 1 ' t  h M th d i· n Health, Phy
sical 
G adys M. Seo� , Researc e o s 
Education and Recreation (New York : Harper and Brothers comp
any' 
1967), p. 253 . 
2
c arter V. Good and Douglas, E . Scates, �
d s  �7
uesearch 
(New iork :  Appleton C entury and Crofts , Inc. , 1954 ) ,  � -
- • 
30 
Doctor Robert N. Bush, professor of education at Stanford 
t_tni versi ty, Stanford, California, was written a letter (Appendix A) 
to obtain the names and addresses of schools functioning under the 
Stanford School Scheduling System. Bush replied by means of a letter, 
(Appendix B) , and submitted a list of schools operating under modular 
scheduling for the years 1967-68. The names of either the superin­
tendent, principal or vice-principal, or curriculum planner were 
included with the addresses of those schools involved . A letter 
(Appendix C) was s�nt to the administrators of ninety schools 
appearing in this list in order to obtain t he names of physical 
educators in their respective schools. Seventy administrators replied, 
listing the names of physical educators in their school, and these 
educators were utilized as subjects for this study. 
In preparing the first draft of the questionnaire, the writer 
investigated -previous literature relat ed to modular scheduling and 
visited Huron High School, Huron, South Dakota, a school which was 
operating under the Stanford School Scheduling System. The writer 
consulted with his advisor and a staff member of the Educat ion 
Department at South Dakota State University, Brookings, South Dakota, 
for additions , delet ions , and corrections . 
A second draft of the questionnaire was submitted to  a 
graduate class of twenty-six physical educators who had a general 
understanding of modular scheduling. The questionnaire was adminis­
tered to these physical educator s  for the purposes of determining 
readability, clarity, and the approximate time in minutes needed for 
completion. The questionnaire was again revised. 
31 
A letter (Appendix D) and the third draft of the questionnaire 
was mailed to Doctor Dwight Allen, dean of education, University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusetts, for his additions, corrections, 
and/or deletions. Allen replied with a letter (Appendix E) and his 
additions, corrections, and/or deletions were utilized in formulating 
the final draft of the questionnaire (Appendix F) . 
A combinatio·n letter of transmittal and sponsorship (Appendix 
G) was prepared. This letter and the questionnaire were mailed March 
15, 1968, to three hundred and thirty male and female physical 
educators who were teaching under the Stanford School Scheduling 
System. Included was a self-addressed envelope for the return of the 
questionnaire. All subjects were urged to return the completed 
questionnaire by March 26, 1968. The states representing the various 
schools appear in a table ( Appendix H). On April 1, 1968, a follow­
up letter ( Appendix I) was mailed to all individuals who had not 
returned the questionnaire in an effort to secure a greater return. 
SUMMARY OF THE RETURNS 
Of the 330 questionnaires sent out to the subjects, 2·22 or 
67. 3 percent replied. Fifty-eight respondents indicated that their 
school was on the Stanford School Scheduling System but that their 
physical education program had remained traditionaL These 58 
questionnaires are not included in tne data presented in Chapter IV. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction. Chapter IV presents the statistical analysis 
of the data obtained by use of the questionnaire . The chapter is 
divided into two main part_s, the treatment of the data and the 
findings. The findings section of this chapter is subdivided into 
three parts : ( 1 )  the data obtained from the information questions ; 
( 2 )  the data obtained from the opinion questions ; ( 3) the data 
obtained from the rating questions. Frequency distributions of all 
questions used in the survey are summarized and reported in table 
form following the questionnaire in Appendix F. 
The information in this chapter is presented in three school 
population stratifications. Stratifications involved are as follows : 
Strata I, 0-999 student enrollment, Strata II, 1, 000-1, 999 student 
enrollment, and Strata III, 2, 000 and above student enrollment. The 
information obtained from t he questionnaire was placed in one of the 
three strata as determined by the information presented i n  the 
answers given for quest ion two of the survey . 
TREATMENT OF THE DATA 
The statistical procedure, Chi-Square, was used to analyze 
the data collected in this study. Chi-Square was utilized
 to test 
th · b d frequen°es of the three strata e agreement betwe en th e o serve 
involved for each questi on. The . 01, a,nd . 05 le
vels of significance 
were incorporated in this comparison. Only those questions in which 
there was a statistical significance between the strata are discussed 
in this chapter. In the frequency distributions, which appear in 
table form following the questionnaire in Appendix F, statistical 
significance is distinguished as follows: one asterisk (*) for data 
statistically significant ?,t the . 05 level and two asterisks (**) for 
data statistically significant at the . 01 level. The questions 
analyzed in this chapter and the frequency distribution data follow 
the same sequence as they appeared in the original questionnaire. 
Question 3 of  the survey was answered by a small percentage 
of respondents indicating they did not have one specific aspect of 
modular scheduling. Later in the questionnaire, however, these same 
respondents replied to a question related directly to but in opposi­
tion • to question three . The investigator, conferring with his 
advisor felt that this information was valuable to the study , and ' 
therefore, the replies were a�cepted and tabulated. 
FINDINGS 
Data .eoncerni n� general information. Statistical findings 
concerning general information questions are listed as follows: . 
1. A statistical difference was present at the . 01 level for 
data in Question 3 , involving team teaching. The significance indi­
cated that as the school enrollment increased , team teaching is 
utilized to a greater ext ent. 
33 
34 
2. There was a statistical difference at the . 01 level for 
data in Questi on 4 involving the years of teaching experience . The 
statistical d ifference ind icated that few teachers have had more than 
three years of teaching experience under flexible scheduling. Strata 
II had a greater number of teachers with more than three years of 
experience than the other two strata. 
3. A significant d i fference at the . 01 level was ·present for 
Question 5 involving the years a department has been under flexible 
scheduling . Strata- I and II respondents indicated that their 
physical education departments have been operati ng under flexible 
scheduling from one to three years. Strata III respondents ' answers 
were concentrated in the one-year of operating under flexible 
scheduling. 
4 .  The . 01 level of si gnificance was obtained for Question 7 
of the quest ionnaire, involving the number of modules in a school day .  
Strata I ind icated a range in the number of modules t o  be from 13 to 
24 ; however 13, 16, 21, and ·24 modules appeared most frequently . 
Strata II and III respondents indicated a range of 13 to 24  modules 
per day . However, 20, 21 , 22, and 24 modules appeared most fre-
quently. 
5 . Question 8 of t he survey, i nvolving the number of modules 
per d ay utili zed for physical educat ion, presented a statistical 
difference at the . 01 level for Tuesday. Strata I responden
ts 
indicated t hat for Tue sday their schools utili ze bet
ween one and 
twenty modules  most  frequent ly for physi
cal educat ion. Strata II 
and III respondents indicated that their schools utilize most fre­
quently eleven to twenty modules for physical education on Tuesday. 
A statistical difference was obtained at the . 05 level for 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday. Strata I respondents indicated most 
frequently- that from eleven to fifteen modules are used for physical 
ed ucation on Wednesday. Strata II and III respondents, however, 
indicated that their schools most frequently use sixteen to twenty 
modules for physical ed ucation on Wednesday. 
Strata I respondents utilize most frequently from one to 
twenty modules for physical ed ucation on Thursday. Strata II and III 
respond ents reported that they most frequently use from eleven to 
twenty modules on Thursday . 
Strata I respondents most frequently indicated that eleven 
to r'ifteen modules are utilized for physical education on Friday. 
Strata II and III respondents most frequently indicated that they 
use from sixteen to twenty modules for physical Education on Friday. 
35 
6. The . 01 level of significance was obtained for Ques-tion 10 
of the survey, involving the length in time of large-group instruction 
classes. Strata I respondents vari_ed in responses indicating that 
most large-group instruction classes are twenty-one to sixty minutes 
in length. Strata II respondents replied most frequently that their 
large-group instruction classes are of twenty-one to seventy minutes 
in length . Strata III respond ents replied that large-group instruc­
tion classes are most  frequently from thirty-one to sixty minutes in 
length. 
7. A statistical significance was present at the . 05 level 
for Question 13, involving the number of students attendi ng small­
group instruction classes. Strata I teachers most frequently i ndi­
cated that from one to thirty pupils attend small-group i nstructlon 
classes. Strata II respondents indicated most frequently that one to 
forty-five pupils attend small-group instruction classes , and Strata 
III respondents most frequently indicated from sixteen to forty-five 
pupils. 
36 
8. There was a statistical difference at the . 01 level for 
Question 18, i nvolving the grading system used. Strata I respondents 
utilize most frequently the letter grading system ; however, they also 
indicated use of the "satisfactory-unsatisfactory" and the numerical 
systems . Strata II respondents most frequently indicated they uti lize 
the letter grading system. Strata III respondents most frequently 
use the letter grad ing system and also indicated they use the 
numerical grading system. 
Data concerning opinion questions. Statistical findings 
concerning opin ion questions are listed as follows : 
1 .  For Quest ion 3 of t he survey concerning whether broad 
physical education object ives are reached easier under flexible 
scheduling, a statist ical di fference was obtained at the . 05 level � 
Strata I and II reSJ)Ondents agreed most frequently that the
se obj ec­
tives are reached more  easily . Strata III respondents
 varied i n  their 
1 .  + frequent ly "yes
1 1  and 1 1 no
1
' t o  this question, rep i es, ind icat i ng mos v  
in orde� o f  preference . 
37 
2. A statistical differenc e at the . 05 level was obtained 
for Question 6, which involved opinions as to whether students learn 
skills faster under flexible scheduling. Respondents in all three 
strata varied in their replies to this question. Strata I respon­
dents most frequently indicated "yes, " "sometimes, " and "no" in order 
of preference. Strata II respondents most frequently indicated "some-
t .  I I d fl I I • d imes an yes in or er of preferenc e. Strata III respondents most 
frequently indicated "sometimes" and "no" in order of  ·preference. 
3. There was a statistical difference at the . 01 level for 
Question 12, involving whether there is a carry-over of information 
from large-group instruction to small-group instruction. Strata I 
and III respondents most frequently replied "yes" to this question. 
Strata II respondents most frequently replied "yes" ; however , these 
respondents also frequently indicated that "sometime" there is a 
carry-over of information from la!ge-group instruction to small-group 
instruction. 
4 . Although the data concerning large -group i nstruction, 
small-group instruction, and independent study did not show a statis­
tical significance in Question 30 involving the plac e where team 
teaching is most effectively used, there was a statistical signifi­
cance at the . 05 level for data conc erning laboratory periods. 
Strata I and II respondents most frequently indi cated that team 
teaching is used e ffectively d uring laboratory periods. Strata III 
respondents vari ed in their replies as they most frequently indicated 
that team teaching i. s not used effect,ively during laboratory ·periods 
while other respondents frequently indicated that team teaching is 
used effectively during these periods � 
5. The . 01 level of significance was obtained for Question 5 
( circle answer) involving discipline problems. Strata I res·pondents 
varied in their �eplies as they most frequently indicated both a 
"d  " d 11 . 11 • . ecrease an an increase in that order of preference when compar-
ing discipline prob1ems under the flexible schedule to those under 
the structured schedule . Strata II respondents also varied in their 
replies as these re·spondents most frequently indicated discipline 
problems have remained the "same". However, they also indicated 
frequently a "decrease " and an "increase" in that order of pref­
erence. Strata III respondents varied in their replies and most 
frequently indicated an " increase " and remained the "same" in that 
order of ·preference, -when comparing flexible scheduling discipline 
problems to those under the structured schedule. 
Data concerning rating questions . Statistical findings 
concerning rating questions are listed as follows : 
1. A stat istical difference was present at the . 05 level for 
Question 4, involving listed proced.ures as employed in small-group 
instruction. Strata I and II respondents varied in their replies and 
11 11 '' 1 1 1  d I I  t · m " i· th t most frequently indicated often, a ways, an some l es, n a 
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order ·of preference, that competition is employed in small-group 
instruction classes . strata III respondent s most frequently indicated 
"always " and "oft en"  that competit ion, 
is employed during small-group 
instruction . 
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2 .  There was a statistical difference at the . 05 level for 
Question 5, involving whether the teacher, the student, or the 
resource person is  the leader of the small-group discus sion. The . 05 
level of significance was obtained from data reported for the teacher 
only. Strata I and III respondents most frequently replied "sometimes" 
and 1 1often, 1 1 in that order of preference, that the teacher is the 
leader of small-group discussion. Strata II respondents most fre­
quently indicated that the teacher is "often," "always,"  and "some­
times," in that order of preference, the leader. 
3 . The data obtained on Question 9 involving the place where 
laboratory experiences are held was statistically significant at the 
. 01 level. Teaching stations were reported to be the playing field, 
the gym, and the classroom . The significance ·presented was for d ata 
coll�cted related to the playing field only. Strata I respondents 
most frequently indicated that laboratory period s are held "always," 
"often, " and "sometimes" on the playing field. Strata II respondents 
replied most frequently that laboratory experiences occur "often" and 
"always, " in  that order of preference, on the playing field. Strata 
III respondent s most frequently ind icated that laboratory experiences 
are "-never" held on the .r= laying field . 
4 .  A stati st ical difference was obtained at the . 01 level 
for Question 10, involvi ng who does the supervis ion of resource 
centers .  strata I respond ent s mo st frequently indicated that such 
t d t t l seldorr1 , 
t 1 t 1  sometimes·, " "of'ten, " and supervi sion i s  done by s u en - s  
"always ". Strata II and III respondents most frequently indicated 
that students "never" supervise resource centers. 
5. A statistical d ifference at the . 05 level of s ignificance 
was obtained for Question 12 , involving whether students choose 
laboratory activities. Strata I and III respondents ind icated most 
frequently that " sometimes " students choose laboratory activities. 
Strata II respondents most frequently indicated that students choose 
laboratory activities " sometimes , "  "often , "  and "always , "  in that 
order of preference. 
6 .  There was a statistical difference at the . 01 level for 
Question 13 , involving whether students are stimulated and eager in 
laboratory experiences. Strata I and III res·pondents indicated most 
frequently that students are "always , 1 1  "often , 11 and " sometimes " 
stimulated in these experiences. Strata II respondents most fre­
quently indicated that students are 11often" and " sometimes , "  in that 
order of preference , stimulated and eager in laboratory experiences . 
The data on those questions omitted from tois chapter did not 
show a statistical difference as determined by employing Chi-Square. 
However , the frequency distribution data of these questions appears 
in table form following the questionnaire in Appendix F .  
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CHAPTER V 
IMPLICATIONS, S�ARY, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Problem. The purpose of this study was to survey physical 
education teachers who have taught under modular scheduling in order 
to determine whether or not differences exist between teachers ' 
reactions of three strata ( size of school studied) as they relate 
to the physical education teacher, the physical education program, 
and the organization of that program. 
Data. Subjects who participated in this study were male and 
female physi cal educators who have taught under the Stanford School . 
Scheduling System. A questi onnai re was mailed to these subjects in 
order that the ir  reactions with regarq to modular scheduling could be 
obtained. The data on the questionnaire was tabulated and the infor­
mation was placed into one of  three school population strata. In 
this chapter, the strata involved will be referred to as follows : 
Strata I, small schools , Strata II, · intermediate schoo ls, and Strata 
III, large schools. The statistical procedure Chi-Square was used 
to determine significant differences between teacher reactions among 
the three  strata . The .01 level of signi ficance was accepted ; how­
ever, the . 05 level of  signi ficance was also reported for questions 
in which a statistical di fference was obtained � The total responses 
for each question . were  arranged in a frequency distr: ibution and 
reported in table form in Append ix F. The more detailed statistical 
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presentation of the data appears previously in Chapter IV. Chapter v 
is limited to a discussion o f  questions where significant differences 
appeared. 
IMPLICATIONS 
1. A substantial percentage (26 percent) of the physical 
educators reported that their physical education program remained 
traditional even though their schools were utilizing the Stanford 
School Scheduling System . 
2. Teacher responses indicated that as the school enrollment 
increases, team teaching is  utilized to a greater extent. 
3. Physical educators with more than three years of teaching 
experience under flexible scheduling are few in number . Intermediate­
sized schools have a higher proportion of teachers with more than 
three years of teaching experience than do the other two strata. 
4 .  The data ind icates that the physical education departments 
of small schools and intermed iate schools have been operating under 
flexible sched uling for a longer period of  time than the larger 
schools . 
5. The data reve�ls that the number of modules utilized in 
a school day varies from thirteen to twenty- four in all three strata . 
The smaller school varies w ithin this range . As the school population 
increases, the number of module s  ut ilized per day tends to concentrate 
in the upper level of this  range . 
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6. The number of modules utilized for physical education on 
a respective day varies . The smaller schools utilize most frequently 
a greater range of modules than do the schools with a larger enroll­
ment. The data also indicates that the range of modules utilized most 
frequently does _not extend beyond twenty modules per day for physical 
education in all three strata . 
7. The length in t:Lme of large-group instruction classes 
varies . Schools of intermediate size have the longest large-group 
instruction classes,  ranging most frequently between twenty-one to 
seventy minutes in length . The small schools and the large schools 
indicated that large-group instruction classes are generally under 
sixty minutes in length and not shorter than twenty-one minutes. 
8. The number of pup i ls attending small-group discussion 
varies among the strata . The data for small schools indicates a small 
range of 1 to 30 in the number of pupils attending small-group 
discussion. Intermediate ano large school respondents indicate fre­
quently a range of 1 to 4 5  and 16 to 45 , respectively , in the number 
of pupils attending small -group discussion . 
9 . . The schools in all three strata use the letter grading 
system . Smaller school respondents also indicated that they use 
satisfactory-unsatisfactory and the numerical grading system fre­
quently . The large schools indicated that they utilize the numerical 
grad ing system in add ition to the letter grading system . 
10 . Small schools and the intermediate schools agre
e that 
objectives of broad physi cal educ at ion programs are r eac
hed more 
easily under flexible s cheduling than under traditional s cheduling. 
The larger s chool respondents indicated a mixed reaction. Some 
teachers indicated that the objectives are reached easily; others 
replied that they are not. 
11. The data reveals that mixed reactions exist among the 
strata concerning whether stud entP learn skills more easily under 
flexible s cheduling. 
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12. Data obtained from smaller schools and larger schools 
indicates that physical educators in these schools feel that there is 
a carry-over of information from large�group instruction to small­
group instruction. The intermediate school respondents generally 
indicated that they feel there i s  a carry- over of information, but 
a sub stantial number also ind icated that thi s occurs only occasionally. 
13. The data indicates that the smaller school and the 
intermediate · s chool respondents feel that team teaching is u sed 
effectively in  laboratory period s. The data for the larger school 
reveals mixed reactions. 
1L�. When comparing d i sc ipline problems under modular 
scheduling to those under the trad itional schedule, the smaller 
s chool respondent s revealed a variat ion in responses, mainly ind i­
cating an increase and a decrease in such problems. Dis cipline 
problem� for intermediate schools have decreased or stayed the same 
as ind icated by the data . The data for the larger s c hools also 
varied, repli e s  ind icating that d i sc ipline p
·roblems · have increased in 
some sc_hools and have stayed the sam in others · 
15. The data obtained from smaller and larger school respon-
dents reveals that "always, " "often, " and "sometimes" competition is 
employed in small-group instruction classes. The intermediate school 
respondents indicated that competition is "always" and "often" employed 
in small groups. 
16. The physical educator is "often" and "sometimes" the 
leader of small-group discussion, as the res·pondents for small and 
large schools indicated. The data reveals that for intermediate 
schools, the teacher is "always" and "often" the leader of small-group 
discussion . 
17. Smaller schools and intermediate school respondents 
generally agreed that laboratory experiences are either "always, " 
"often, " or "sometimes" held on the playing field. Data for large 
schobls reveals that they generally "never" use the playing field for 
laboratory experiences. 
18. The data for intermediate schools and larger schools 
indicates that these schools generally "never" use the student to 
supervise resource centers. The teachers in smaller schools indi-
• ft 1 " cated that their schools a ways, "often, " "sometimes, " and "seldom" 
use students to supervise resource cent ers. 
19. The data for ffinall schools and large schools indicates 
that these schools " somet imes" allow students to choose laboratory 
activities. The teach er in the intermediat e schools indicated that 
student s  choose laboratory actj vitie s 
times". 
I I  I t  I I  ft I I  d I I  � always, o en, an ;:;ome-
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20. The data for small schools and large schools reveals that 
teachers feel that students are "always, " "often ,"  and "sometimes" 
stimulated in laboratory experiences. The data obtained for the 
intermediate school indicates that teachers in these schools feel that 
students are "often" and "sometimes" stimulated and eager in labora­
tory periods. 
SUMMARY 
Realizing ·that this study represents a sampling o f  the physi­
cal educators teaching under the Stanford School Scheduling System, 
the writer feels, nevertheless, that some generalizations may be 
drawn from the data collected : 
That there are physical education departments successfully 
operating under the Stanford School Scheduling System. 
That not all physical education departments adopt the total 
scheduling system, but util\ ze those aspects which seem to be appli-
cable to their school situation. 
That the results of this study indicate that there is a great 
need for further study of modular scheduling as it relates to 
physical educat ion. 
That re spond ents revealed a variety of personal opinions 
concerning modular scheduling as related to the physical education 
program. 
That ther e seems to be confusion in the minds o
f physical 
educators as to the true meanings of modular scheduling techniques 
as they relate to ·physical education. 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 
In view of the data obtained the writer makes the following 
recommendations : 
1. There is a need for further study in the area of modular 
scheduling as it relates to physical education. 
2. Because this study embraced only those schools using the 
Stanford School Scheduling System, a similar survey should be con­
ducted which would include schools employing modular scheduling but 
not listed under the Stanford System . 
3. A study should be conducted to determine definite trends 
and guidelines of modular scheduling as they relate to physical 
education. 
4. A follow-up study of the Stanford School Scheduling 
System should be conducted to see i f  any changes in teacher responses 
occur as a result of additional years of teaching experience. 
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APPENDIXES 
Mr. Robert N. Bush 
School of Education 
APPENDIX A 
Stanford Flexible Scheduling & 
Curriculum Study 
Stanford University 
Stanford , California 
Dear Sir : 
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November 14, 1967 
I am a graduate student at South Dakota State University and plan on 
completing my thesis on the implications of modular scheduling upon the 
physical education teacher , the program , and its administration. Through 
my readings , I understand the Stanford Project incorporated modular 
curriculums into approximately one hundred and seventy-five schools. My 
proposal ,  is to send a questionnaire to those schools , hoping to get . 
valuable results which will be of help to our profession. 
In order to begin the .study ,  I need the following information re­
lating to my research , which hopefully you or your staff can supply. 
Basically what I need are : 
(a ) The name of the Dir·ector of Physical Education at each 
school involved in your modular curriculum project . If 
there is no Director of Phy"sical Education , then the 
name of the principle or superintendent of that school 
will suffice . 
(b ) The add resses and names of all schools involved in the 
Stanford Project. 
(c ) If possible , a statement as to wheth�r or not the school 
involved is  a junior high or high school. 
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(d) I would appreciate any pamphlets, brochures or other in­
formation which your office has concerning modular 
scheduling. 
I sincerely approve of this request. 
Sincerely yours, 
Dale Allen Schmuck 
1006 D 14th Avenue 
Brookings, South Dakota 57006 
Coordinator of Graduate 
Prograrn 
Physical Education Department 
South Dakota State University 
November 28, 1967 
Mr. Dale Allen Schmuck 
1006 D 14th Avenue 
APPENDIX B 
Copy of letter 
Brookings, South Dakota 57006 
Dear Mr. Schmuck: 
Your letter to Dr. Robert Bush regarding modular scheduling has been 
referred to our office. 
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We are sending you some materials on flexible scheduling as well as a 
directory of schools that are participating in the Stanford School 
Scheduling project for 1967-68 . . One of these schools, South Tahoe High 
School (South Tahoe, California) has initiated a P. E. program which 
gives �he student much more choice as to activities in which he can 
participate. (There may be other similar ·programs ; I was aware of this . 









Dear Sir : 
December 7, 1967 
Dale A. Schmuck 
1006 D 14th Avenue 
Brookings, South Dakota 
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I am a graduate student at South Dakota State University and plan on 
completing my thesis on the implications of modular scheduling upon the 
physical education teacher, the program, and its administration. Your 
school has been selected to participate in this survey. 
In order to begin the study , I need the names of the physical 
education teachers in your school. Would you please type or print 
clearly in ink, the first and last name of those ·physical education 
instructors in your school, on the form provided below? A self-ad­
dressed envelope has been enclosed for the return of this form. The 
information you provide will sincerely be appreciated ; all data collected 
will be held confidential. 
Cordially yours, 
Dale A. Schmuck 
CUT ON DOTTED LINE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . _ _ _ _ _  _ 
The name of your school 











4 .  
5 .  
Male 
Physical Education Instructors 
RETURN THIS FORM ONLY . 
Dwight W. Allen 
Dean of  College Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, Massachusetts 
Dear Mr. Allen : 
APPENTIIX D 
February 21 , 1968 
As a graduate student in physical education at South Dakota State Uni­
versity, Brookings ., South Dakota ., I am endeavoring to complete a study 
for the master ' s degree. My thesis title is "Implications of Modular 
Scheduling Upon the Physical Education Teacher ., the Program, and Its 
Organization". 
In an attempt to accomplish my objectives ., I have prepared a question­
naire for physical educators teaching under flexible scheduling. To 
make this questionnaire meaningful for the survey respondent ., I am 
seeking your assistance. It is my hope that you, being a known leader 
of flexible scheduling ., will find time during your busy schedule to 
review my questionnaire. Any corrections ., additions and/or deletions 
will be graciously accepted on my part. 
I would appreciate receiving your suggestions on the questionnaire at 
your earliest convenience. A stamped self-addressed envelope is en ­
closed for your use . 
Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
Sincerely yours ., 
Dale Schmuck 
Graduate Student 
South Dakota State University 
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This thesis study has been approved by the Health, Physical Education 
and Recreation Department at South Dakota State University. I would 
appreciate any assistance you can give Mr . Schmuck. 
Glenn E .  Robinson 
Associate Professor of 
Health, Physical Education 
and Recreation 
South Dakota State University 
March 6, 1968 
Mr. Dale Schmuck 
Graduate Student 
APPENTIIX E 
Copy of letter 
College of Arts and Science 
South Dakota State University 
Brookings, South D�kota 57006 
Dear Dale : 
I am enclosing the questionnaire with critique as you have asked. 
I would be pleased to see the results of your survey and to know the 
nature of your research design, how you selected your sample, and 
· whatever information you collect on their program other than that on 
the questionnaires . 
Sincerely, 
Dwight W. Allen 
· Dean 




QUESTIONNAIRE TO DETERMINE GENERAL TRENDS AND GUIDELINES 
OF MODULAR SCHEDULING .AS RELATED TO PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
DIRECTIONS : This questionnaire is divided into three major areas, 
general information, opinion questions, and rating scale questions. Be 
sure to read the directions of each section, and then proceed to answer 
the questions. 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Directions : C heck ( ) the space at the right which you feel most 
appropriately answers the question. For those blanks that require a 
number , fill in the space provided with a clear and correct answer. 
1. Sex . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Male Female 
2. Number of students enrolled in your school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
3. Physical education in your school incorporates the following 
(See Appendix A for definitions of terms) 
Large group instruction . . . . . . .  Yes No 
Small group instruction . . . . . . . Yes No 
Laboratory experiences . . . . . . . .  Yes No 
Independent study • • • • • • • • • • • • •  Yes No 
Team teaching. · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes No 
4. Years you have been teaching under a flexible schedule . . . . .  
5. Years your physical education department has be.en operating 
under flexible scheduling . . . . . .  · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
6. Time ( in minutes ) of one module in your school day . . . . . . . .  . 
7 , Number of modules in your school day . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
8. Number of modules per day utilized for physical education 
Monday ___ Wednesday . . . .  ___ Friday . . . .  
Tuesday . . . . ___ Thursday 
9. Percentage of time students are unscheduled per week . . . . . .  . 
10. On an average , how long are your large group �nstruction 
classes? ( in minutes ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
11. Number of large group instruct on ·periods in physical 
education that you teach weekly . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . 
12. On an average , how long are your small group instruction 
c_;lasses? ( in minutes) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
13. Number of students usually attending small group dis-
cussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
14. Average number of students in laboratory experiences 
15. Average number of students attending independent or 
individual study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
16. Individual study is optional . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes No 
17. Length in days allowed for individual study to be 
completed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
18 . What type of grading system do you use? 
Satisfactory or unsatisfac tory . . . . . . .  Yes No 
Letter grade . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes No 
Numerical grade . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  · Yes No 
Pass or fail . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes No 
Do not grade . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes No 
OPINION QUESTIONS 
Directions : Check ( ) the space at the right which you feel most 
appropriately answers the question. 
Yes No Sometimes 
1 .  Students are better grouped for skills in 
physical education as· a result of a flex-
ible schedule. 
2. Flexible scheduling allows expansion in the 
number of activities offered in your 
physical educ ation program. 
3 .  Broad physical education objectives are 
reached easier under flexible scheduling. 
4 .  According to your definition of fitness , do 
you feel that modular or flexible scheduling 
of . physical education classes is an effective 
means to achieve student fitness? 




Y es No Sometimes 
6. Students learn skills easier under flexible 
scheduling. 
7 .  Students learn skills faster under flexible 
scheduling. 
8. Are there any problems in meeting class time 
requirements according to your state physical 
education laws? 
9. Students listen with more attention in large 
group instruction sessions. 
10. Students get a clearer picture of major course 
concepts in large group instruction. 
Flexible scheduling encourages the use of dis-
cussion in small group instruction. 
12 . There is a carry-over of information from a 
lar_ge group instruction to small group in-
struction. 
13 . Students are tested in small group instruction 
to see if they understand the material as a 
r'esult of discussion. 
14. Small group instruction is a repeat o:f knowl-
edge that was presented in large group 
instruction. 
15 . Staff planning is employed for small group 
sessions. 
16 . Students use unstructured time effectively 
in physical education. 
17 . Students accept the responsibilities of the 
laboratory experiences. 
18 . Laboratory projects are assigned by the 
teacher. 
19 . Students have freedom of choice when 










28 . 29 . 
30 . 
Yes 
Do you have physical education resource 
centers? ( Center implies a place where 
students can obtain specific material 
related to physical education) . 
Students use resource center effectively. 
Ample material is available to encourage 
interest in physical education within 
your center. -
Students dress in uniform in the following: 
Large group instruction 
Small group instruction 
Individual study 
Laboratory experiences 
Large group instruction conserves teacher ' s 
time . 
When employing a number of small group 
instruction classes at the same time , do 
you use separate teaching stations for 
each group? 
One person is designated as a leader of team 
teaching. 
Semi -trained employees of the School District 
are utilized in an effort to assist the 
teaching team. 
Team teaching methods are the same as the 
conventional classroom methods. 
Evaluation of an individual pupil is accomplished 
by a team effort. 
Team teaching is used most effectively during : 
Large group instruction 
Small group instruction 
Laboratory periods 
Independent study 
Directions : Circle appropriate word within the sentence. 
No Sometimes 
1 .  Physical education teachers i� your school are taking (more, less 




2. Flexible scheduling allows (more, less  or same) time to prepare for 
t�aching as compared to the structured schedule. 
3. Flexible scheduling has created (more, less  or same) curriculum 
problems in physical education as compared to the structured 
scheduling proces s. 
4. Flexible scheduling has created (more, les s  or same) staff problems, 
as compared to the structured schedule. 
5. Discipltne problems have (increased, decreas ed or same) in flexible 
scheduling, as compared to the structured schedule. 
RATING QUESTIONS 
Directions :  Rate the answer in the following by placing a check ( ) in 
the appropriate square, as demonstrated in the example. The rati ng 
scale is as follows : always, often, sometimes, seldom, never. "Others "  
implies that you have additional answers to those ·provided, if so, 
complete answers provided and fill in "others 1 1  space. 
Example : Teachers are evaluated on: 
Always 




D. Clas s control 
E. Preparation 
Often Sometimes Seldom Neve1 
In the above, audio visual aids has been selected as  seldom used to 
evaluate teachers, whereas ability was selected as always being a 
factor in the evaluation of a teacher. Note that the respondent has 
















H. Regulations  
Others 
Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
2 .  Lar 
ses 
ge group instruction 
sions are held : 
A .  Playing :fields 
B .  Classrooms 
c .  Auditoriums 






cedures employed in 
ge group instruction 
ss: 
A .  Films or movies 
B .  Demonstrations 
C. Lectures 
D. Resour-ce speaker 
E .  Testing 
Others 
Always 
4 .  Pro 
gro 
cedures employed in small 
up instruction classes : 
A .  Demonstration 
B .  Skills 
c .  Competition 





small group discussion , 
is  the leader o:f the 
up? 
A. Teacher 
B .  Student 
c .  Resource person 
:following are used in 6. The 
eva 
:fin 
luating a student for 
al grade : 
A .  Skills test 
B. Written test 
c .  Per:fonnance 
D .  Attend ance 
E . S howers 
F. Uniform 





O:ften Sometimes Seldom Never 
64 
Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
7 . Tb.e following are in-
corporated in your 
physical education 
laboratory: 







8 .  Supervision of laboratory 
experiences is done by : 
A. Non degree profes-
sional 
B. Student 
C. Teacher tP. E. ) 
9 . Laboratory experiences are 
held: 
A. Playing fields 
B. Gym 
c .  Classroom 
10. Supervision of resource 
centers is done by: 
A. Non degree profes-
sional 
B. Students 
c .  Teacher (P. E. ) 
Others 
11 . What main teaching aids do 
you ut.ilize in large group 
instruction ? 
A. Usual P. E. equip-
ment 
B. Aud io visual aids 
Others . 
12. Students choose laborator
l activities. 
Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
13 . DQ you feel students 
ar·e stimulated and eager 
in laboratory experiences? 






APPENDIX A - DEFINITIONS 
. I. Large Group - Instruction where there is a one way transmission of 
knowledge and opinions, from the teacher to the students. It 
occurs with the largest accomodation of students possible, and 
where concepts of the course are presented . 
2. Small Group - Instruction where there is face-to-face contact with 
pupil s  and teachers. It involves approximately five to fifteen 
students discussing and clarifying problems presented in large 
group and/or laboratories. 
3 .  Laboratory Experiences - Those experiences that allow a student to 
work independently at a particular skill with the use . of s·pecial 
equipment and tools. 
4 .  Individual and Independent Study - Learning activities designed 
j ointly by students and teachers with predetermined goals and 
obj ectives·, but have a minimum of faculty direction. 
5 . Team Teaching - Two or more teacher working together in order to 
solve an educational problem , take advantage of their respective 
compet.encies, plan, instruct-, and evaluate in one or more subj ect 
areas , groups of secondary school students making use of various 
teaching aids. 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION TABLES 
The information reported in the following tables is a 
summary of the frequency distributions of each strata and for each 
question on the survey . The questionnaire items in the tables are 
arranged in the same sequence as in the original questionnaire. The 
number in parentheses next to each question in the tables indicates 
the corresponding questionnaire number . 
In order that the abbreviations on the following tables will 













Individual or independent study 
Physical education 
Question is si gnificant at the 
. 01 level 
Question is significant at the 




Questionnaire Items Strata I 0-999 




Enrollment of students ( 2) 39 
Physical education in your school 
















No answer 1 
-X-* Team teaching 
Yes . 21 
No 18 
No answer 
** Years teaching under flexible 
scheduling ( 4) 
18 1 year 
2 years 13 
3 years 7 




Strata II Strata III 


























TABLE I (continued) 
Questionnaire Items Strata I Strata I I  Strata III 
0-999 1 , 000-1, 999 2, 000 and up 
** Years physical education 
department has been operating 
under flexible scheduling (5) 
1 year 13 38 40 
2 years 18 14 
3 years 6 16 l 
4 years 2 6 1 
5 years 7 1 
8 years 1 
Time of one module in school day (6) 
11-15 minutes 7 9 3 
16-20 minutes 21 59 36 
21-2 5 minutes 9 10 2 
26-30 minutes 2 4 2 
·:iE--X- Number of modules in a school 
day (7) 
13 modules 7 7 2 
15 modules 1 3 
I 16 modules 8 3 
20 modules 3 10 24 
21 modules 9 22 6 
22 modules 3 9 4 
23 modules 3 5 
24 modules 5 23 7 
TABLE I (continued ) 
Questionnaire Items Strata I Strata II Strata III 
0-999 1, 000-1, 999 2, 000 and up 
Number of modules per day utilized 
for physical �ducation (8 )  
Monday 
1- 5 modules 6 4 3 
6-10 modules 6 7 6 
11-15 modules 12 23 4 
16-20 modules 11 35 23 
21-25 modules 1 8 2 
No answer 3 5 5 ** Tuesday · 
1- 5 modules 9 2 3 
6-10 modules 9 6 3 
11 -15 modules 8 28 10 
16-20 modules 7 29 18 
21- 25 modules 2 8 1 
No answer 4 9 8 * Wednesday 
1 - 5 modules 7 5 3 
6-10 modules 4 8 
11-15 modules 15 18 10 
16- 20 modules 8 36 23 
21- 25 modules 2 9 2 
No answer 3 6 5 
* Thursday 
1 - 5 modules 6 2 3 
6 -10 modules 6 5 2 
11-15 modules 13 23 10 
16 - 20 modules 8 35 19 
21 - 25 modules 2 8 l 
. No answer 4 9 8 
* Friday 
1 - 5 modules 7 4 2 
6-10 modules 3 6 4 
11 -15 modules 16 20 8 
16-20 modules 7 37 20 
21 -25 modules 2 10 3 
No answer 4 5 6 
TABLE I (continued) 
Questionnaire Items 
Percentage of time students are 














.** Average length of time for 
large-group instruction classes ( 10) 
0-10 minutes 1 
11-20 minutes 3 
21-30 minutes 7 
31-40 minutes 7 
41-50 minutes 3 
51-60 minutes 9 
61-70 minutes 
71-80 minutes 1 
, No answer 8 
Does not apply 
Number of large group instruction 
periods weekly in ·physical 



































































TABLE I (continued) 
Questionnaire Items Strata I Strata II Strata III 
0-999 1,000-1,999 2,000 and up 
Average length of small-group 
instruction classes (12) 
0-20 minutes 3 
11-20 minutes 1 1 
21-30 minutes 3 2 2 
31-40 minutes 6 11 7 
41-50 minutes 8 12 
51-60 minutes 5 17 10 
61-70 minutes 2 7 3 
71 and up 3 
No answer 9 24 17 
Does not apply 5 3 3 
* Number of students attending 
small-group discussion (13) 
0-15 11 13 4 
16-30 12 19 6 
31-45 1 11 6 
46-60 1 
61-75  2 
76-90 2 
91-105 1 
No answer 9 33 21 
Does not apply 6 4 2 
Average number of students 
attending laboratory experi-
ences (14) 
0-15 6 8 10 
16-30 7 1 5  8 
31-45 9 20 l 
46-60 1 6 1 
61-75 2 2 
76 and up 2 8 4 
No answer 12 23 17 
Does not apply 2 
TABLE I (continued) 
Questionnaire Items 
Average number of students 
attending independent or 





101 and up 
No answer 
Does not apply 




Does not a·pply 
Days allowed for individual study 
to be completed (17) 
' 0- 7 days 
8-14 days 
1 5-21 days 
22-28 days 
29 and up 
No answer 
Does no apply 
� Grading system used in 

















Satisfactory or unsatisfactory 3 
Letter grade 28 
Numerical grade 5 
Pass or fail 
Do not grade 
No answer 3 -
Strata II 






3 5  
5 5  




































Questionnaire Items Yes No 
Students are better grouped for 
skills as  a result of a flexible 
schedule. (1) 
Strata I 0-999 8 18 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 25 33 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 6 22 
Total 39 73 
Flexible scheduling allows  
expansion in the number of 
activities offered in your 
physical education program. (2) 
Strata I 0-999 24 9 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 55 18 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 24 15 
Total 103 42 
* Broad phys i cal education 
objectives are reached easier 
under flexible scheduling. (3) 
Strata I 0-999 23 4 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 51 10 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 19 16 
Total 93 30 
Flexible scheduling is an 
effective means to achieve 
student fitnes s ?  ( 4 )  
Strata I 0-999 12 ll 
Strata II 1, 000-1,999 45 14 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 17 11 
Total 74 36 
Do you enjoy teaching under 
flexible scheduling?  (5) 
Strata I 0-999 29 3 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 70 l 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 32 6 
Total 131 10 
73 
Some- No Does not 
times answer apply 
11 1 1 
22 2 
15 
















22 l 0 
TABLE II (continued) 
Questionnaire Items Yes No Some- No Does not 
times answer apply 
* Students learn skills easier 
under flexib�e scheduling? (6) 
Strata I 0-999 14 11 13 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 - 30 17 35 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 8 17 14 3 1 
Total 52 45 b2 4 1 
Students learn skills faster 
under flexible scheduling . ( 7 ) 
Strata r 0-999 12 12 14 l 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 33 16 33 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 8 17 15 2 1 
Total 53· 45 b2 3 1 
Are there any problems in meeting 
class time requirements according 
to your state physical education 
laws? (8 ) 
Strata I 0-999 5 30 3 l 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 17 55  8 2 
Strata III 2, 000 and up _J_ 36 
Total 29 121 11 3 0 
Students listen with more attention 
in LGI. (9) 
Strata I 0-999 8 12 13 6 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 19 25 31 6 l 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 4 19 10 _2_ 1 
Total 31 5b 54 21 2 
Students get a clearer picture 
of maj or course concepts in the 
LGI. (10) 
Strata I 0-999 10 8 12 8 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 27 18 31 4 2 
Strata iII 2, 000 and up 8 15 · 8 11 l 
Total 45 41 51 23 4 
75 
TABLE II (continued") 
Questionnaire Items Yes No Some- No Does not 
t imes answer apply 
Flexible scheduling encourages 
the use of d �scussion in SGI. (11) 
Strata I 0-999 22 4 4 7 2 
Strata II' l,000-1,999 ·- 39 9 l3 17 4 
Strata III 2,000 and up 15  13 2 ll 2 
Total 7b 2b 19 3 5  8 
� There is a carry-over of infor-
mation from LGI to  SGI. (12) 
Strata r 0-999 21 2 6 9 1 
Strata II 1,000-1,999 45  15  16 6 
Strata III 2,000 and up l6 _J_ 5 12 3 
Total 82· 9 2b 37 10 
Students are tested in SGI to see 
if they understand the material as 
a result of d iscussion . (13 ) 
Strata I 0-999 l2 8 7 lO 2 
Strata II 1,000-1,999 32 17 10 16 7 
Strata III 2,000 and up 13 9 _.L 13 _} 
Total 57 34 22 39 l2 
SGI is a repeat of knowledge 
presented in LGI. (14 ) 
Strata I 0-999 6 8 12 l2 1 
Strata II 1,000-1,999 19 15  23 20 5 
Strata III 2,000 and up - 10 8 9 14 2 
Total 35 31 44 46 8 
Staff planning is employed for 
small group sessions. (15) 
Strata I 0-999 12 8 7 ll 1 
Strata II 1,000-1,999 29 17 13 19 4 
Strata III 2,000 and up 12 15  4 10 2 · 
Total 53 40 24 40 7 
Students use unstructured time 
effectively in physical education. (16) 
Strata I 0-999 16 5 13 4 1 
Strata II 1,000-1,999 28 10 40 3 1 
Strata III 2,000 and up -2 8 22 2 2 
Total 53 23 75 9 4 
76 
TABLE II (continued) 
Questionnaire Items Yes No Some- No Does not 
times  answer apply 
Students accept responsibilities 
of laboratory experiences. (17) 
Strata I 0-999 19 1 13 5 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 - 33 8 28 10 3 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 8 10 17 6 2 
Total 60 19 58 21 6 
Laboratory proj ects are assigned 
by the teacher. (18) 
Strata I 0-999 1 5  7 11 5 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 20 30 19 10 3 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 12 11 13 -2 2 
Total 47 48 43 20 6 
Students have freedom of choice 
when selecting subject areas for 
independent study. (19) 
Strata I 0-999 16 4 8 9 2 
Strata II l, Q00-1, 999 42 10 12 16 2 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 11 11 6 14 1 
Total 69 25  26 39 5 
Do you have .physical education 
resource centers? ( 20) 
Strata I 0-999 13 18 3 3 2 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 37 38 3 3 1 
Strata III 2,000 and up 15 24 2 2 
Total 65 80 8 6 5 
Students · use resource center 
effectively. ( 21) 
Strata I 0-999 6 7 9 1 5 2 
Strata II 1 ., 000-1 ., 999 6 15  33 27 1 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 4. 15 11 � 4 
Total R 37 53 51 7 
Ample material is available to 
encourage interest in P . E .  within 
your center. ( 22) 
14 Strata I ,0-999 8 3 13 1 
Strata II 1 ., 000-1 ., 999 23 32 3 23 1 
Strata III 2 ., 000 and up 10 23 3 4 _3_ 
Total 41 69 9 40 5 
77 
TABLE II (continued) 
Questionnaire Items Yes No 
Some- No Does not 
times answer apply 
Students dress  in uniform in the 
following : ( 23) 
LGI 
Strata I 0-999 21 7 1 9 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 55 15 1 11 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 30 6 2 
Total 106 28 4 25 1 
SGI 
Strata . I  0-999 25 3 10 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 48 5 2 23 4 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 24 4 2 13 
Total 97. 12 4 46 5 
Individual study 
Strata I 0-999 23 3 11 2 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 45 8 4 23 2 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 14 5 4 20 
Total 82 R 8 54 4 
Laboratory experiences 
Strata I 0-999 30 1 6 2 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 56 5 1 18 2 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 22 2 2 17 
Total· 108 8 3 41 4 
LGI conserves teacher ' s time. (24) 
Strata I 0-999 22 5 4 8 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 46 11 16 9 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 18 _J_ 6 10 2 
Total 86 23 26 27 2 . 
When employing SGI clas ses at the 
same time, do you use separate 
teaching stations for each group? 
(2 5) 
Strata I 0-999 19 2 8 9 l 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 41 7- 10 21 3 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 23 4 6 8 2 
Total 83 13 24 38 b 
78 
TABLE II (continued) 
Questionnaire Items Yes No Some- No Does not 
times answer apply 
One person is designated. as a 
leader of team teaching. (26) 
Strata I 0-999 14 11 11 3 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 34 28 9 10 1 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 19 18 3 3 
Total b7 57 12 24 4 
Semi-trained employees of the 
School District are utilized in an 
effort to assist the teaching 
team. (27) 
Strata I 0-999 4 25 8 2 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 10 55 7 9 1 
Strata III 2, 000 and up � 32 -1 2 1 
Total 19 112 10 19 4 
Team teaching methods are the 
same as the conventional class-
room methods . (28) 
, Strata I 0-999 3 12 8 13 3 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 22 32 19 8 1 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 8 19 8 8 
Total 33 63 35 29 4 
Evaluation of an individual 
pupil is accomplished by a 
team effort. (29) 
Strata I 0-999 13 9 6 8 3 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 31 29 17 5 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 13 21 6 3 
Total 57 59 29 rr; 3 
79 
TABLE II (continued) 
Questionnaire Items Yes No 
Some- No Does not 
times answer apply 
Team teaching is used most 
effective dur�ng : (30) 
LGI (A) 
Strata I 0-999 16 2 15 6 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 52 5 5 19 1 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 29 2 2 9 1 
Total 97 9 7 43 8 
SGI (B) 
Strata I 0-999 6 8 3 17 5 
Strata ·II 1, 000-1, 999 22 16 6 36 2 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 11 8 1 22 1 
Total 39 32 10 7 5  8 
* Laboratory periods ( C )  
Strata I 0-999 7 3 3 21 5 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 30 7 5 38 2 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 8 _2 25  1 
Total 45 19 8 84 8 
Independent study (D) 
Strata I 0-999 5 3 2 24 5 
Strata Ir 1, 000-1, 999 22 14 7 37 2 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 8 7 1 26 1 





Physical education teachers in 
your school are taking (more, -less, 
or same) interest in P. E. as a 
result of flexible scheduling. 








1, 000-1, 999 
2, 000 and up 
Flexible scheduling allows (more, 
less, or same ) time to prepare for 
teaching as compared to the struc­
tured schedule. (2 Circle ) 
Strata I 0-999 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 
Total 
Flexible scheduling has created 
(more, less, or same) curriculum 
problems in P . E .  as compared to 
the structured scheduling. (3 
Circle ) 
Strata I 0-999 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 
Total 
Flexible scheduling has created 
(more, less, or sam.e) staff 
problems, as compared to the 
structured schedule. (4 Circle) 
Strata I 0-999 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 





































































Questionnaire Item Increased 
** Discipline problems have 
(increased, decreased or same) in 
flexible scheduling as compared to 
the structured schedule. ( 5 C ircle) 
Strata I 0-999 11 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 18 






17 9 2 
25 36 3 
3 15 1 
45 bO b 
Questionnaire Items 
The following i s  covered in LGI : 
Testing (A ) 
Strata I 0-999 
. Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 
Total 
' Skills ( B )  
Strata I 0-999 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 
Total 
Lectures ( C )  
Strata I 0-999 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 
Total 
As signment s (D ) 
Strata I 0-999 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 
Total 




















Seldom Never No Doe s  not 
times answer apply 
5 3 9 
· 14 4 1 4 1 
7 1 7 2 
2b 4 , 5 20 3 
6 1 3 10 1 
9 7 12 5 1 
3 4 4 9 2 
18 12 19 24 4 
6 2 1 11 
11 3 3 5 2 
" 6  1 _]_ 1 
23 5 5 23 3 
7 3 2 10 
23 6 9 9 1 
9 4 3 11 2 
39 13 14 30 3 
TABLE V ( continued ) 
Que stionnaire Items Always Often 
The following i s  covered in LGI : ( 1 )  
Competition ( E )  
Strata I 0-999 6 8 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 24 17 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 15 6 
Total 45 31 
Exercise  (F )  
Strata I 0-999 15 5 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 44 6 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 16 8 
Total 75 19 
Rules (G ) 
Strata I 0-999 16 10 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 47 15 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 21 9 
Total 84 34 
Regulations (H )  
Strata I 0-999 16 10 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 47 17 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 19 8 






































































TABLE V ( continued ) 
Questionnaire Items Always Often 
LGI sessions are held : ( 2 )  
Playing field s  (A) 
Strata I 0-999 9 7 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 29 13 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 18 7 
Total 5b 27 
Classrooms ( B )  
Strata I 0-999 1 3 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 21 7 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 6 4 
Total 2E 14 
Auditoriums ( C ) 
Strata I 0-999 2 2 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 13 5 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 8 5 
Total 23 12 
Gym (D ) 
Strata I 0-999 13 10 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 3 5 14 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 18 13 
Total bb 37 
Some -
S eldom 


































7 20  

















TABLE V (continued) 
Questionnaire Items Always Often 
Procedures employed in LGI class : ( 3 ) 
Films or movies ( A) 
Strata I 0-999 3 7 
Strata II 1 , 000-1, 999 12 17 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 6 4 
Total 21 28 
Demonstrations (B) 
Strata I 0-999 8 16 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 16 38 
Strata III 2, 000 and up _2_ 12 
Total 33 bb 
Lectures (C ) 
Strata I 0-999 4 11 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 18 28 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 8 13 
Total· 30 52 
Resource speaker (D) 
Strata I 0-999 2 2 
Strata II 1 , 000-1,999 9 10 
Strata III 2, 000 and up · 6 






































































TABLE V (continued ) 
Questionnaire -Items Always Often 
Some-
Seldom Never 
No Does not 
times answer apply 
Procedures employed in LGI classes : ( 3 )  
Testing (E )  
Strata I 0-999 10 12 6 2 2 7 
Strata II 1, 000-1,999 29 22 18 3 2 7 1 
Strata III 2, 000 and - up 12 10 8 2 2 7 2 
Total 51 44 . 32 7 b 21 3 
Procedures employed in SGI clas ses : ( 4 )  
Demonstration (A) 
Strata I 0-999 11 17 2 7 2 
Strata II 1, 000-1,999 24 21 9 2 1 16 9 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 5 14 6 2 14 2 
Total 40 52 17 2 3 37 13 
Skills ( B )  
Strata I 0-999 15 14 2 6 2 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 31 20 2 2 2 16 9 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 12 10 2 1 2 14 2 
Total 58 44 � 3 4 36 13 
* Competition (C ) 
Strata I 0-999 10 16 4 7 2 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 24 26 5 2 16 9 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 8 8 4 1 _2. 15 2 
Total 42 50 13 1 7 38 13 
TABLE V ( continued ) 
Questionnaire Items Always Often 
Procedures employed in SGI classes : ( 4) 
Discussion ( D )  
Strata I 0-999 8 8 
Strata . II 1, 000-1, 999 18 18 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 2 11 
Total 2b 37 
In SGI, who is leader of the group? ( 5 )  
* Teacher (A )  
St:rata I 0-999 5 10 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 20 25 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 6 8 
Total 31 43 
Student ( B )  
Strata I 0-999 2 13 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 3 15 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 2 4 
Total 7 32 
Resource person (c ) 
Strata I 0-999 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 7 -
Strata III 2, 000 and up · 1 2 



























































TABLE V (continued) 
Questionnaire Items luways Often 
Some-
Seldom Never No 
Does not 
times answer apply 
The following are used in evaluating 
a ·student for a final grade: ( 6) 
Skills t est ( A) 
Strata I 0-999 15  16 5 3 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 48 26 5 1 2 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 25  8 � 
Total 88 50 15 1 10 
Written test (B) 
Strata I 0-999 10 11 7 4 5 2 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 38 19 11 10 3 1 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 19 8 _J_ 3 1 5 
Total b7 38 2 5  17 9 8 
Performance (C) 
Strata I 0-999 28 7 3 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 62 14 4 2 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 32 4 1 1 5 
Total 122 2 5  8 1 1 7 
Attendance (D) 
Strata I 0-999 29 6 2 1 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 58 10 10 1 3 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 30 5 3 1 4 
Total 117 21 15 2 1 8 
TABLE V ( continued ) 
Questionnaire Items Always Often 
The following are used in evaluat ing 
a student for a final grad e : ( 6 )  
Showers (E )  
Strata I 0-999 20 3 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 34 8 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 14 3 
Total 68 14 
Uniform (F ) 
Strata I 0-999 25 6 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 45 11 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 22 8 
Total 92 25 
Interest (G )  
Strata I 0-999 25 5 
Stra:ta II 1 , 000-1 , 999 36 14 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 22 11 
Total 83 30 
Attitude (H )  
Strata I 0-999 28 6 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 49 13_ 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 23 11 
Total 100 30 
Some - Seldom 






















































TABLE V ( continued ) 
Questionnaire -Items Always Often 
Some -
Seldom Never 
No Does not 
times answer apply 
The following are · incorporated in your 
P . E . laboratory : ( 7 ) 
Perfect drills (A)  
Strata I 0-999 9 11 4 3 2 9 1 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 19 14 12 6 3 23 5 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up -2 5 8 3 6 12 
Total 37 30 24 12 11 44 6 
Research ( B )  
Strata I 0-999 1 5 7 8 7 10 1 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 3 9 1 5 11 17 22 5 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up _]_ 2 --2 5 10 14 
Total 7 R 31 24 34 4b b 
Practice ( C ) 
Strata I 0-999 19 11 3 5 1 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 38 20 5 I 14 5 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 18 9 5 1 10 
Total 75  40 ·13 1 29 6 
Experiment (D ) 
Strata I 0-999 8 10 7 2 4 7 1 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 15 23 14 5 1 19 5 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 6 8 -2 3 5 12 
Total 29 41 30 10 10 38 6 
TABLE V ( continued) 
Questionnaire Items Always Often 
Some-
Seldom Never 
No Does not 
times answer apply 
The following are incorporated in your 
P . E .  laboratory : ( 7) 
Application (E) 
Strata I 0-999 19 11 2 6 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 31 19 5 1 21 5 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 13 10 4 3 13 
Total b3 40 11 1 3 40 b 
Supervision of  lab experiences is 
done by : (8) 
.. Non degree professional (A) 
Strata I 0-999 3 13 22 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 2 1 38 37 4 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 1 _J_ 1 18 19 1 
Total 1 5 5 b9 78 6 
Student (B) 
Strata I 0-999 1 4 9 2 5 17 1 
Strata II 1,000-1, 999 1 6 17 7 13 34 4 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 2 2 5 2 13 18 1 
Total 4 12 31 11 31 b9 b 
Teacher ( P. E . )  ( C )  
Strata I 0-999 28 4- 2 4 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 51 10 1 16 4 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 23 1 5 1 12 1 
Total 102 15 8 1 32 6 
TABLE V (continued ) 
Questionnaire Items Always Often 
Some-
Seldom Never 
No Doe s  not 
times answer apply 
Lab experiences are held: ( 9 )  
** Playing field s (A) 
Strata I 0-999 9 16 9 4 1 
Strata II 1,000-1, 999 25 30 6 1 16 . 4 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 6 -2 _J_ 13 12 
Total 40 51 22 14 32 5 Gym (B )  
Strata I 0-999 10 18 5 1 4 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 30 27 5 16 4 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 19 9 4 1 2 8 
Total 59 54 14 1 3 28 5 
Classroom ( C )  
Strata I 0-999 1 7 4 14 12 1 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 4 8 8 7 29 22 L� 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 2 2 9 3 14 12 1 
Total 7 10 24 14 57 4b b 
Supervision of  resource centers is 
done by: ( 10 )  
Non-degree professional (A)  
Strata I 0-999 1 4 2 2 4 20 6 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 13 5 2 16 37 9 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 6 1 1 2 14 14 5 
Total 20 10 5 4 34 71 20 
_ TABLE V ( continued ) 
Questionnaire Items /J...ways Often Some- S eldom Never No Does not 
t imes answer apply 
Supervision of  resource  centers i s  
done by : ( 10)  
-x--x- Student s (B ) 
Strata I 0-999 3 3 3 4 1 19 6 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 1 2 5 2 5 40 9 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 2 4 15 17 5 
Total b 5 . 12 4 41 76 20 
Teacher (P . E . ) ( C )  
Strata I 0-999 4 4 5 1 3 16 3 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 7 8 6 1 16 3 5  9 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 5 4 2 12 15 5 
Total 16 16 11 4 31 66 17 
Main teaching aid s utilized in 
LGI : ( 11 )  
Usual P . E .  equipment (A ) 
Strata I 0-999 20 11 1 7 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 50 21 . 1  4 4 2 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 27 4 6 1 1 3 1 
Total 97 3b 8 1 5 14 3 
Audio vi sual aid s ( B )  
Strata I 0-999 3 17 8 4 7 
Strata II 1 , 000-1 , 999 14 30 18 11 4 4 1 
Strata III 2 , 000 and up 4 15 14 3 2 4 1 
Total 21 b2 40 18 7J 15 2 
TABLE V (continued ) 
Questionnaire _ Items Always Often 
* Students choose laboratory activities .  ( 12) 
Strata I 0-999 8 9 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 16 23 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 6 6 
Total 30 38 
** Stud ents are stimulated and eager · 
in lab experiences. (13 )  
Strata I 0-999 9 18 
Strata II 1, 000-1 , 999 7 36 
.. Strata III 2, 000 and up -2 10 





21 2 1 
12 1 5 






























studies selected by pupils . ( 14 ➔ 
Strata I 0-999 24 
Strata II 1, 000-1, 999 50 
Strata III 2, 000 and up 23 
Total 97 






The respondents indicated a variation in responses concerning 
"independent study". The following is a list compiled on topics 

























Combatives Bulletin Boards 
Reports on Topics in Physical Education 
Adap�ive Physical Education 
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APPENDIX G 
Letter of Transmittal and S·ponsorshi·p 
March 15, 1968 
Dear Physical Educator: 
As a graduate student in physical education at South Dakota State 
University, I am endeavoring to complete work for the Master ' s  degree 
by June. I have s�lected for my thesis study, 11Implications of Modular 
Scheduling Upon the Physical Education Teacher, the Program, and its 
Organization . " 
Your name has been given to me as a person who may partici·pate in 
this survey by one of the following personnel in your school: super­
intendent, principal or vice-principal, or curriculum director. I can 
assure you that all information gathered from this questionnaire will 
be kept in strict confidence. No names or schools will be mentioned .  
A summary of the results will be sent to your school . 
A first impression of the questionnaire must be that it is rather 
lengthy ; however, a pilot test has been conducted with several physical 
education teachers and approximately fifteen minutes of your time is 
all that will be needed to fill out the questionnaire . If you could 
possibly find time to do this in the next few days, it would enable me 
to meet my deadline. I would certainly appreciate receiving your 
questionnaire by March 26, 1968 . A stamped self-addressed envelope is 
enclosed for your convenience . 
Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
Sincerely yours, 
Dale Schmuck . 
Graduate Student 
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This thesis study has been approved by the Health, Physical Education 
and Recreation Department at South Dakota State University. I would 
appreciate any assistance you can give Mr. Schmuck. 





STATES REPRESENTING SCHOOLS IN THIS STUDY 
Arkansas Nebraska 
California Nevada 
Colorado New Hampshire 
Delaware New Jersey 








A Follow-up Letter 
March 29, 1968 
Dear 
Some time ago �ou were mailed a questionnaire relating modular 
scheduling to physical education. Upon checking my records, I see that 
you have not returned the questionnaire . The validity of my research 
is dependent on the percentage of returns I receive, and I would appre­
ciate it if you would take time to answer and return the questionnaire. 
If you have misplaced your questionnaire, and wish to fill one out, 
write me and I will mail you one. 
If your questionnaire is now in the mail, please disregard this 




South Dakota State University 
Brookings , South Dakota 
